Translation of the lectures of Dr. Mani Dravid Sastri on Brahmasutra 


Brahmasutra 1.1.1- sad gaat 


The first question to be considered is, who is the competent person - 
aiffant-—- for this Saastra? This is answered by the word ‘atha’ in the 
sutra ‘athaato brahmajijnaasaa’. Till now the bhaashya was based on the 
word ‘brahmajijnaasaa’. The author of the sutra indicates by this word 
that it is knowledge that removes nescience and bondage. Since 
knowledge removes bondage it follows that bondage is a mere 
superimposition. Thus superimposition is established. 

By the word =ifeaaea in the last sentence of adhyaasabhaashya, 


meaning ‘which is intended to be commented on’, the Acharya implies 
that the Vedanta Saastra cannot be explained by the application of the 
rules of interpretation laid down in purvamimaamsa. In purvamimaamsa 
the statements in the Vedas have been categorized under five heads— 
vidhi (injunction), mantra, naamadheya, nishedha (prohibition) and 
arthavaada (eulogy or censure). According to this division the entire 
Vedanta will fall under the head ‘arthavaada’. Arthavaadas become 
purposeful only if they are read along with an injunction or a prohibition. 
For example, there is an injunction that silver should not be given as 
dakshina in a sacrifice, and only gold should be given. In support of this 
there is a story. During the war between the Devas and the Asuras the 
Devas entrusted their valuables to Agni for safe-keeping. They won the 
war and reclaimed their belongings from Agni, but Agni had developed a 
desire for the valuables and refused to return them. The Devas then 
thrashed Agni. Agni began to weep and the tears that fell from his eyes 
were what became silver. So it is said that if one gives silver as dakshina 
there will be mourning in his house within a year. The object of this 
story, which is an arthavaada is merely to emphasize that silver should 
not be given as dakshina. 

Applying the same logic the purvamimaamsakas say that the 
statement in the Upanishads that the jiva is identical with Isvara is only 
an arthavaada and it is intended to indicate that the capacity of the jiva 
is as great as that of Isvara and so he need not have any doubts about 
his ability to perform all the numerous rites laid down in the Vedas. 
Thus it is only praise of the jiva. But this logic cannot be applied in 
respect of Vedanta, because the subject-matter of Vedanta is totally 
different from that of purvamimaamsa and it is not covered by any other 
Saastra. So the Vedanta sutras are absolutely necessary for 
understanding the correct meaning of the Upanishads. 

The word ‘atha’ has many meanings. In this sutra it is used in the 
sense of ‘thereafter’-- 3189 stredatel: ufo 
The other meanings are not applicable here as will be shown below. 

One of the senses of the word ‘atha’ is to indicate commencement. It 

is used in this sense in the yogasutra and in the science of grammar. But 
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this sense does not fit in here. The subject-matter of this sutra is ‘the 
desire to know Brahman’. It cannot be said that this desire is being 
commenced, because it s only a person who already has this desire who 
takes up this study. There is no need to create this desire. Moreover, the 
subsequent sutras speak about Brahman and knowledge of Brahman 
and not about desire to know Brahman. 

Can we say that brahmajijnaasaa means enquiry about Brahman 
(Brahmavichaara) and so it can be said that Brahmavichaara is being 
commenced by this sutra? Such an interpretation may be theoretically 
possible, but it does not serve any purpose and cannot make the sutra 
purposeful. It will become purposeful only if we interpret it as indicating 
the adhikaari or competent person for the study of this Saastra. Here 
‘atha’ means ‘after the acquisition of the four-fold requisites’ 
(saadhanachatushtayam). 

The word ‘atha’ has also the meaning ‘auspicious’, but this meaning 
cannot syntactically fit into this sentence. 

According to Bhamati, the sound ‘atha’ is no doubt auspicious, but the 
word ‘atha’ does not have the meaning ‘auspicious’. But according to the 
bhashya the word has the meaning ‘auspicious’. This word has been 
used in the sense of ‘auspicious’ by Sriharsha in Naishadha. According 
to Panini also the sound ‘atha’ is auspicious and the word ‘atha’ has the 
meaning ‘auspicious’. Vivarana takes the same view as the bhashya. 

When one proposition has been considered and rejected and an 
alternative proposition is to be postulated, the word ‘atha’ may be used to 
introduce the new proposition. As for example, is sound eternal? Or 
(atha), is it transitory? This sense is also not possible here, because no 
other proposition has been stated earlier. What the author of the sutra 
has in mind is ‘saadhanachatushtayam’- the four preliminary requisites- 
after acquiring which alone the enquiry into Brahman is to be taken up. 

For enquiry into dharma the study of the Vedas and knowledge of their 
meaning are the essential qualification. For enquiry into Brahman also 
these are necessary, but they are not by themselves sufficient. In 
addition, acquiring purity of mind is also necessary. 

Opponent: Purity of mind can be acquired by performing the rituals 
laid down in the Vedas. For this enquiry into dharma is necessary 
because only after that he will be able to perform the Vedic rituals. 

Answer: This is not an invariable rule. For a person who has purity of 
mind even on birth the performance of karma is not necessary. He may 
have attained purity of mind by karma performed in past births. 
Moreover, it cannot be said for certain that a person would come to 
Vedanta after completing enquiry about dharma. On the contrary, study 
of the sutras of Jaimini may have the opposite effect of turning a person 
away from Vedanta because according to the Jaimini sutras the entire 
Vedanta is ‘arthavaada’. 
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In the case of sacrifices the Sruti lays down the order in which various 
rites are to be performed. This has to be followed without question. An 
order is laid down because the same Adhvaryu has to perform various 
acts and he can do them only one after another. Instead of leaving it to 
each Adhvaryu to do the acts in any order he pleases, the Sruti lays 
down an order so that there will be uniformity. By following this order an 
unseen benefit is acquired. 

Enquiry into Brahman may be taken up by a person after enquiry into 
dharma if he wishes to do so. But there is no requirement in the Sruti 
that this alone should be done. The two do not have to be done by the 
same person and so it is not necessary to lay down any order. There is 
also no rule that only a person who has already done enquiry into 
dharma is competent to take up enquiry into Brahman. 

In respect of certain sacrifices there is a requirement that it can be 
done only after doing another specified sacrifice, for example, Somayaga 
should be performed only after Darsapurna. But there is no such 
requirement regarding enquiry into dharma and Brahman. 

The opponent says: According to one Smriti only after studying the 
Vedas, begetting sons, and performing Vedic rituals according to his 
capacity, a Brahmana should direct his mind towards liberation. Another 
Smriti says that a Brahmana who desires liberation without studying the 
Vedas, begetting sons, and performing sacrifices goes to hell. 

The answer to this is that the purport of these Smritis is that only a 
person who has attained detachment is entitled to enter the sannyasa 
ashrama. Sannyasis have the primary competence (mukhya adhikaara) 
to take up enquiry into Brahman. Householders are also entitled to do 
Brahmavichaara, but their competence is secondary (gauna adhikaara). 

Bhattabhaskara says that the Brahmasutras are a continuation of the 
sutras of Jaimini. This is not accepted by Sri Sankara. He points out that 
this is a separate Saastra because the competent person, subject-matter, 
result and connection (anubandha-chatushtaya) are totally different. The 
Sruti itself lays down the four preliminary requisites (saadhana 
chatushtaya). 
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There is no order laid down that Brahmavichaara should be taken up 
only after completing Dharmavichaara. The subject- matter and the 
result to be attained by the two Saastras differ and there is no 
connection between the two. In Purvamimaamsa the result is Dharma 
and for this the rites laid down have to be performed. In Vedanta 
knowledge of Brahman is itself the result and there is nothing to be done 
thereafter. 

According to Bhamati the knowledge attained from the mahavakyas is 
only mediate (paroksha) and it has to be made immediate (aparoksha) by 
repeated contemplation. But according to Vivarana the knowledge itself 
is aparoksha and no further action is necessary. Knowledge of Brahman 
is always immediate because Brahman is one’s own nature and so it is 
always immediate. But the reason for its not being able to destroy 
nescience is due to obstructions in the mind. Reflection and 
contemplation are intended to remove these obstructions. 

Prakatartha takes the same view as Vivarana. 

Dharma comes into existence only after the prescribed rites are 
performed. But Brahman is ever existent. 

Another difference is that in respect of Dharma there is an injunction 
to perform an action. But in respect of Brahman there is no injunction to 
do anything after the rise of knowledge. 

In respect of Dharma not only is knowledge imparted, but there is also 
a prompting to carry out an action. But in respect of Brahman, by 
knowledge alone the goal is attained and there is no need for prompting 
for any action. It is like seeing an object in front of a person. As soon as 
he opens his eyes he sees the object and there is no need to prompt him 
to see it. The knowledge produced by verbal testimony (Sabda) is 
aparoksha if the subject-matter of the knowledge is aparoksha. If a man 
points out to another person standing before him and says “He is so and 
so”, the knowledge obtained about him by the other persons present 
there at the same time is clearly pratyaksha. The same applies to the self 
which is ever present. This is how the knowledge from the statement 
“You are the tenth” becomes immediate. 

The word ‘chodana’ is used in two different senses. One is ‘prompting’. 
Another meaning given in Sabarabhashya itself is ‘verbal testimony’. This 
is the sense in which it is used in the word ‘Brahmachodana’ in Sri 
Sankara’s Bhashya. This means that knowledge of Brahman arises from 
the words of the Upanishads themselves. 

In purvamimaamsa the injunctions (vidhi) indicate what is dharma and 
the prohibitions (nishedha) indicate what is adharma. Adharma is not 
mere absence of dharma, but it is what is opposed to dharma. If the 
injunctions are followed results such as heaven can be attained. If the 
prohibitions are complied with and not transgressed, no sin will accrue. 
The injunctions will produce the desired result only if the acts enjoined 
are performed with faith and due attention. But if the prohibitions are 
transgressed even without deliberate intention there will be punishment. 
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Just as there is so much difference between injunctions and 
prohibitions, there is also great difference between the part of the Veda 
dealing with dharma and the part dealing with Brahman. There can 
therefore no question of sequence between the two. The two Saastras are 
quite different just as the various limbs of Veda such as Chandas, 
Nirukta, etc are different from one another. In response to the contention 
of the purvamimaamsakas that enquiry into Brahman can be taken up 
after completing enquiry into dharma, performing sacrifices, etc, 
Prakatarthakara points out that there is no guarantee that a person will 
live long enough to do this. So, having got a human birth as the result of 
accumulated punya, one should take to Vedanta as early as possible and 
strive to attain the ultimate goal, namely, liberation. 

The four preliminary requisites (saadhanachatushtayam) are: 

dada: serqareranmaat:, saenitarenaud, Wert wu. 

-- discrimination between the eternal and the ephemeral, an attitude of 
total detachment towards the fruits of action in this world as well as in 
other worlds, the six disciplines such as control of the mind, control of 
the senses, etc., and intense yearning for liberation. The first two are 
indicated by the words of the Upanishad which say that, after examining 
the transient nature of all the results obtained through action, including 
the rites prescribed in the Vedas, one should attain detachment towards 
them and resort to a guru who will impart knowledge of Brahman. The 
six disciplines beginning with control of the mind are indicated by the 
statement in the Upanishads (santo danto---) referring to them. The 
question of Maitreyi to Yajnavalkya asking for knowledge about what will 
make her immortal indicates the need for intense yearning for liberation. 

The discrimination between the eternal and the ephemeral is the firm 
conviction that the Self alone is eternal and the not-self is ephemeral. 
Detachment follows from this. 

Bhamati uses the expression ‘discrimination between the real and the 
unreal’ instead of ‘the eternal and the ephemeral’. This is because one 
may not reject some joy merely because it is transient, but one will reject 
what one knows to be unreal. A person who picks up some object 
thinking it to be silver will throw it away when he finds that it is not 
silver but only a shell. Every one knows that all worldly joys are 
transient, but that knowledge itself does not give rise to detachment. It is 
only the knowledge that they are not real at all that will create 
detachment towards them. 

In Vivekachudamani also it has been said that the knowledge that 
Brahman alone is real and the world is not real will lead to detachment. 
This is the reason why great effort has been made in Vedanta to point 
out that the world is mithya. The love of the not-self has to be got rid of 
by cultivating detachment. 

Detachment does not mean just absence of attachment or aversion. 
Even an inanimate object is devoid of attachment and aversion. 
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Detachment is a mental state which is the opposite of both attachment 
and aversion in all matters except those which are essential for the 
maintenance of the body. 

From detachment arise control of the mind, control of the senses and 
the external organs, etc. The mind should not be engaged in anything 
other than what is essential for hearing, reflection and contemplation. 
The senses and the other organs should be directed only towards what 
are essential for living. 

Uparati is entering the sannyasa ashrama and giving up karma in 
accordance with the rules and procedures laid down in the scriptures. It 
is also taken to mean keeping the mind away from external objects 
without any vacillation. 

When total purity of mind is attained, nitya karma also can be given up 
by taking sannyasa. 

Titiksha- forbearance, is suffering heat, cold, etc., without making any 
effort to counteract them, as long as life itself is not in danger. 

Sraddha is the conviction that what the Saastra and the Guru say is 
true. 

Samaadhaana is keeping the mind intent on hearing, reflection and 
contemplation, uninterrupted by drowsiness, laziness, etc. 

Mumukshutvam follows the acquisition of the first three requisites. The 
mumukshu is the person competent for Brahmavichaara. Such a person 
is sure to attain the goal. 

The word ‘atah’ (therefore) in this sutra is meant to answer the 
objection that there is no possibility of the first two requisites, namely, 
discrimination between the eternal and the ephemeral and detachment 
arising to a person. The reason for this objection is that the Veda itself 
says that the result attained by some rites such as ‘chaturmasya’ is 
immortality. So it is argued that it is not necessary to attain Brahman for 
immortality. As regards detachment, the objection is that it cannot arise 
merely because all joys are accompanied by sorrow, because one can 
avoid sorrow by some means. The answer to these objections is that the 
sruti itself says that whatever is attained by karma is transient and so 
the statement about the result of some karma being immortality is 
intended only to praise that karma and should not be taken literally. The 
sruti further says that knowledge of Brahman alone confers the highest 
goal. Even the pleasures of heaven are not everlasting because they are 
limited in time. The word ‘atah’ is used in the first sutra of 
purvamimaamsa also for the same purpose of answering objections. 
_Now the word ‘brahmajijnaasaa’ is taken up. The word ‘brahma’ has 
many meanings, but the meaning to be adopted in the present context is 
indicated by the second sutra as that from which this universe is born, 
etc; 


wa fara Tass | 
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The sixth case-ending of the word ‘Brahman’ has to be taken in the 
accusative sense and not in the sense of mere relation. The word 
jijnaasaa’ (desire to know) needs an object. Here there is no object other 
than Brahman. The sutras deal not only with Brahman but also with 
many other matters such as the means of realization, the fruit of 
realization, etc. It may therefore be contended that even by taking the 
sixth case-ending in the sense of mere relation Brahman would be 
covered, but this is a roundabout method. Brahman is the main object of 
enquiry and so the accusative sense is most appropriate. Moreover the 
sruti says, “Wish to know that, that is Brahman” (Taitt.up.3.1). So the 
accusative case is in accordance with sruti. 
_Now the word jijnaasaa is considered. It means ‘the desire to know’. 
aiafteer fara | 

We can have desire to know something only if it is at least partly 
known, but not fully known, and there is some benefit in knowing it. 
Brahman is known in a general way, but not fully. By knowing it one 
becomes liberated. So desire to know Brahman can arise. Knowledge of 
Brahman culminating in actual realization is the object of this desire. So 
both mediate and immediate knowledge are included here. 

According to the purvamimaamsakas knowledge is a modification of 
the Atma. According to the Naiyayikas knowledge is a quality of the 
Atma. These two systems recognize only one kind of knowledge and this 
knowledge has a beginning and an end. 

But Advaita recognizes two kinds of knowledge, one that is eternal and 
another that has a beginning and an end. The sruti mentions knowledge 
as the very nature of the Atma and says that this knowledge is eternal. 
Another sruti says that desire, resolve, doubt, attention, knowledge, etc., 
are all nothing but the mind (Br. Up. 1.5.3). The knowledge spoken of 
here is the knowledge that arises due to a modification of the mind (vritti) 
and ends when the modification ends. The mind is the cause of this kind 
of knowledge because if the mind is engaged elsewhere a person does not 
see even an object which is in front of him. 

This knowledge (or cognition) is a modification of the mind. So it has 
been said in the Upanishad that it is mind itself. This knowledge is called 
vrittijnaana. The vritti or modification of the mind takes the form of the 
object. This knowledge has always to be referred to as associated with its 
object, as for example, knowledge of pot, etc. It has a beginning and an 
end. The manner in which this knowledge takes place has been 
described in Vedantaparibhasha thus: 

Just as the water in a tank, issuing through a hole, enters, through a 
channel, a number of fields and assumes the shapes of those fields, so 
also the luminous mind, stretching out through the eye, goes to the 
space occupied by objects and becomes modified into the forms of those 
objects. Such a modification is called a vrittiof the mind. 
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The statement that the mind takes the form of the object is not to be 
taken literally. Quality, action, etc., have no form, and yet they are also 
cognized by the mind. What is called ‘aakaara’ or form is only the 
connection of the knowledge with the object. Knowledge itself has no 
form according to Advaita. 

The mental modification is insentient and so it is not by itself 
knowledge. Pure consciousness is reflected in this mental modification 
and the two appear to be non-different. So it is really consciousness that 
is knowledge, but because of non-discrimination the mental modification 
is also called knowledge. The origin and destruction of the mental 
modification are superimposed on consciousness and so we say that this 
knowledge has a beginning and an end. 

In the Bhashya is it is said that the knowledge that culminates in the 
direct realization of Brahman is the object of the desire indicated by the 
word {jijnaasaa’-- sanftdad AM Aaa: Seer: aa, efavacafeeera: | 

A desire arises in respect of something that either results in happiness 
or eradicates sorrow. Realization of Brahman destroys nescience and 
results in supreme bliss and the total eradication of sorrow and so there 
can be a desire for this. 

The pure consciousness that is the very nature of the Atma does not 
itself destroy nescience, but only reveals it. Only when pure 
consciousness is manifested through a vritti of the mind it destroys 
nescience. This is illustrated by an example. Sunlight reveals grass but 
does not burn it. But when the same sunlight is passed through a lens it 
burns the grass. 

For realization of Brahman the means is the knowledge arising from 
the mahavakya. 

Objection: Brahman is not known in the world. It is known only 

through the sruti. If a person has known it through the sruti, there is 
nothing more to be known. If he has not heard the sruti statement at all, 
then no desire can arise to know it. 
Answer: From the very derivation of the word ‘Brahman’ the ideas of 
eternality, purity, etc., become known. This word is derived from the root 
‘brmh’ and it means ‘very big without any limitation’. From this 
limitlessness, eternality, purity, etc., follow naturally. From this also 
follow omniscience, omnipotence, etc-- Vaan 1 aaa 
Raqecedtsat: ude, gedatdreatprard | 

The existence of Brahman is well known from the fact of its being the 
self of all. Every one knows that he exists; no one says that he does not 
exist. So no one can have any doubt about the existence of Brahman 
which is nothing but his own real nature-- aaa Tanferanfars: | cat 


meer Teas, 4 eae 
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Though Brahman is thus known in a general way, there are conflicting 
views about its exact nature. Ordinary people and the materialists of the 
Lokayata school consider the body possessed of sentience to be the self. 
Some say that the mind is the self. Some consider it to be only 
momentary consciousness. Some hold that it is a void. The 
purvamimaamsakas and Naiyayikas hold that there is a self different 
from the body, and that it transmigrates and is an agent and an 
experiencer. The Sankhyas say that the self is only an experiencer and 
not an agent. Some say that there is a God who is different from the 
individual. Vedanta says that God is the self of the individual who is the 
experiencer. In order to attain the highest goal one should ascertain the 
correct meaning of the Upanishads with the help of reasoning not 
opposed to the Upanishads. This is what is being done by the 


subsequent sutras. 
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Brahmasutra 1.1. 2-- AATae Ad: | 
Translation of the lectures of Dr. Mani Dravid 


The object of the second sutra is to give the Mauy 
(distinguishing characteristics) of Brahman. To know any 
object well we must first know its lakshana and also have the 
pramana by which it can be known. The third sutra gives the 
pramana for Brahman. 

Lakshana is of two kinds: tdeUctamy or the very nature of the 
thing and d¢&ietaury or an accidental character. In the case of 
some things, particularly those which are very subtle, both 
these are necessary to know the thing with ease. One example 
is the moon on the second day of the bright fortnight. By 
merely knowing that it is like a thin streak of light (which is its 
aera) it is difficult to see it. It can be seen only if some 
one points to a tree, etc., and asks you to look in that 
direction. This is the deteeiarury. 


Kumarila Bhatta gives another example. If a physician tells 
a patient, “You must take that medicine which will cure your 
ailment”, it is of no use. The patient must be told what exactly 
that medicine is; he must be given the Weauciamy of the 
medicine. 

The Tarkikas seek to establish the existence of God by 
inference alone. They say that the universe is an effect which 
has an origin and an end and so, like all effects it must have a 
creator and that must be God. But this does not give any idea 
about the nature of God and so it is not sufficient. 

The present sutra gives both the lakshanas. The svaroopa 
lakshana is the main one. The tatastha lakshana is only the 
means of knowing it and it is of lesser importance. 

This sutra says: That from which (are) the birth, etc., of this 
(universe). This means that Brahman is the cause of the 
origin, sustenance and dissolution of everything other than 
Brahman. From this it follows that Brahman must be 
omniscient, omnipotent, etc., because only such an entity can 
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create such a vast and variegated universe. This Brahman is 
indicated by the word 4d: in the sutra. This is the svaroopa 
lakshana. A thing is a cause only with reference to its effect 
and never in an absolute sense. So the quality of being the 
cause of the universe is only an accidental quality or tatastha 
lakshana and not the svaroopa lakshana of Brahman. The 
svaroopa lakshana is indicated by the word ‘yatah’. 

In the bhashya on Brahma sutra 1.3.1 the Acharya quotes 
Mundakopanishad 2.2.5- “Know that Self alone that is one 
without a second” and says: The Self is not to be known as a 
heterogeneous thing comprising the manifold created universe. 
After eliminating, through knowledge, the universe conjured 
up by nescience, you should know that one and homogeneous 
Self that appears as the repository. Just as when somebody is 
told, “Bring that on which Devadatta is sitting”, one brings the 
seat alone but not Devadatta, similarly the homogeneous Self, 
appearing as the repository, is what is to be known. 


The word wate in this sutra means ‘ that of which birth is 
the first’. In this compound ‘birth’ has also to be included 
along with continuance and dissolution. Everything in this 
universe has a birth which is followed by the other two and so 
‘birth’ is put as the first. This is also in accordance with the 
sruti which says, “That from which all these beings are born, 
etc.,” (Taitt. Up. 3.1). The universe which was unmanifest is 
made manifest by Brahman with Maya as limiting adjunct. 
The universe comprising such innumerable and multifarious 
entities can be manifested only by an omniscient and 
omnipotent entity. Brahman becomes the cause of this 
universe only because of its limiting adjunct, Maya. 

It appears that someone has split up this sutra as: WHA sTaet 
ad:. Srimad Appayya Dikshita says in Nyayarakshamani that 
this need not be rejected because it can also be interpreted in 
a manner acceptable to Vedanta. Here ‘aadya’ can be taken as 
Hiranyagarbha who was created first. Then this sutra will 
mean that Brahman is the creator of even Hiranyagarbha. 

It may be asked, why not take the word We as indicating 
the six changes mentioned by Yaska in his Nirukta, namely, 


Vedanta Spiritual Library wwvw2celextel.org Page I1 of 34 


birth, continuance, growth, change, decline and death. The 
answer is that Yaska speaks of the changes which take place 
in all beings constituted of the five elements which take place 
when the universe is in existence. He does not refer to the 
creation of the universe itself or of Brahman as the cause. 

This sutra says that Isvara is the cause of the universe. 
Different schools hold different views about the cause, such as 
Pradhana, atoms, Hiranyagarbha, etc, which are not at all 
tenable. This sutra takes our mind away from all these and 
fixes it on Isvara. This is the benefit from this sutra which 
gives the tatastha lakshana of Brahman. 

The Sankhyas say that Pradhana is the cause of the 
universe. The Vaiseshikas say it is atoms. The Buddhists say 
that it is non-existence. Some others say that it is the Jiva or 
Hiranyagarbha. None of these views is correct. Only Isvara 
who is omniscient, omnipotent, etc., can be the creator of such 
a universe consisting of innumerable agents, actions, and 
results-- ay ow | aecrat 


UfiRaacsrarer aaa TA | ATSTSCAR TATE arate 
Gd: Gast Aaah: ANU alt Te Tell ITEATT: | 


The theory that it is a spontaneous creation (svabhaava) is 
also not acceptable because every effect must have a specific 
cause; otherwise anything can come from any thing else, 
which is not the case. So the definition of Brahman as the 
cause of the universe is not applicable to Pradhana, atoms, 
etc. The defect of over-applicability (ativyaapti) does not arise. 

The Tarkikas postulate a creator by means of inference 
alone. Though by inference one can say that there must be a 
creator, the nature of the creator can be known only from 
sruti. 


The Tarkikas infer the existence of a creator for the 
universe on the basis of the following syllogism: 

“The earth, etc., being effects, must have a creator, just as 
a pot has”. 

The objection to this inference is as follows. In the case of 
a pot the creator is a person with a body and with limited 
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knowledge. On the basis of this example the inference can only 
be that the creator of the universe must also be a person with 
a body, like a Jiva. But the Tarkikas say that the creator has 
no body and is omniscient and is different from the jiva. Such 
an inference is not possible on the basis of this example. It 
cannot be inferred that the creator is someone different from a 
transmigrating individual. 

Another objection is that, if we go by the examples we have 
in the world, such a gigantic task as the creation of this huge 
universe cannot be accomplished by one individual. So they 
have to assume a large number of Isvaras, which again is not 
accepted by them. 

Moreover, by inference alone the Tarkikas cannot conclude 
that the creator of the universe should be omniscient. This 
conclusion is based on the assumption that a person who is 
the efficient cause should have full knowledge of the material 
cause of the product that he proposes to create. For example, 
the potter must have knowledge of the clay with which he 
wants to make a pot. But the Tarkikas themselves do not 
consider this to be an invariable rule. According to them the 
material cause of sound is ether (akaasa). Ether is not 
knowable by the senses. Yet any one can create sound even 
though he cannot know its material cause, ether. 

The conclusion of the Vedantin is: Your very basis for an 
inference about Isvara is untenable. How do you say that the 
universe is an effectP One can say that a thing is an effect only 
if he has known its state before it came into existence and also 
after it came into existence. If you (Tarkika) had known the 
universe before it came into existence, then you could also 
have known who brought it into existence and so it would not 
be necessary to make an inference at all. 

To this the Tarkika answers: I say that the universe is an 
effect because it is with parts, and anything with parts is an 
effect. 

Vedantin: According to you the whole (avayavi) and the parts 
(avayava) are totally different from each other. So, for the 
reasons given by the Acharya in the Bhashya refuting the 
Tarkika view in chapter 2, the possession of parts cannot be 
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advanced as a reason by the Tarkika for making an inference 
that the universe is an effect and that its creator is Isvara. 


The Tarkika may object that this sutra is also based only 
on inference. According to him, in this sutra the word ‘asya’ is 
the paksha or minor term, ‘janmaadi’ is the hetu or middle 
term, and ‘yatah’ is the saadhya or major term. 

The answer is that it is not so. The sutras are meant for 
stringing together the flowers in the form of Vedantic 
statements-- Feta P SATA AOA | 

They are based on statements such as “That from which 
these creatures are born, etc.”. The realization of Brahman 
arises only from the statements of the Upanishads and not 
from other means of knowledge such as inference, etc. The 
word ‘yatah’ in the sutra refers to Brahman which has been 
described as ‘Reality, Consciousness, and Infinite’ in the 
Upanishads. This is the svaroopa lakshana of Brahman. If we 
say merely that Brahman is the cause of the universe, which 
is the tatastha lakshana, it would amount to accepting the 
existence of the universe as a reality, and that would 
contradict the non-duality of Brahman. Brahman without the 
limiting adjunct is what is to be realized and that is defined by 
the svaroopa lakshana. Inference which does not contradict 
the statements of the Upanishads is however useful for a 
thorough understanding of the statements. The Upanishads 
themselves accept reasoning as a help in the statement, “The 
Self is to be heard about, reflected on, etc.”-- sqeat Water: (q. 
2/%/4). 

The usefulness of reasoning is also brought out by the 
statement, “Just as a person who is learned and has good 
retentive power is able to reach his village Gandhara (by 
following the instructions given by a knowledgeable person), so 
also a man who has a Guru will be able to know the Self’— 


Uftsa Herdt tema woud wate ge smear yest de (ret 
G/2%/2) Sit T Taughsareraaera Saats | 


In the enquiry into Dharma sruti, etc., alone are the means 
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and there is no place for direct experience. But in the enquiry 
into Brahman the sruti as well as actual experience are the 


means -- 4 afsararafta yerer wa vat sesiareaae | fad 


TAASTAATIA was VAUH, saqNaaaMde Yaaeqfaracaret 
TASS | 


According to Bhamati sruti includes smriti, itihasa, purana, 
etc. According to Vivarana sruti includes prakarana, etc. 

Another difference is that Dharma does not exist at the time 
of performance of Vedic rites, but it is to be brought into 
existence by performance of the rites after the study of the 
Vedas. But Brahman is always existent and is only to be 
realized. Attainment of Dharma depends on the action to be 


performed by the person-- Yeureteaeamard adeaet— The 


rituals laid down in the Vedas may or may not be undertaken, 
or they may be done in different ways, just as a man may go 
on horseback or in a carriage or walk to reach a place. These 
choices are dependent on the person. But the valid knowledge 
of the true nature of an existent thing does not depend on 
human choice, but only on the thing itself. It is therefore 
atiiayq. The knowledge of a stump as a stump alone is valid 
knowledge. If a stump is seen as a man it is not valid 
knowledge, but illusion. Therefore the knowledge of Brahman 
which is ever existent is G{d-aq. 


Now an objection arises. Since Brahman is an existent 
entity it should be knowable by other valid means of 
knowledge also and so it is not necessary to enquire into the 
meaning of the statements of Vedanta for the purpose. The 
answer is no, since Brahman cannot be known by the sense- 
organs which can know only external objects. Inference is 
possible only if the cause-effect relationship is known, as in 
the case of fire and smoke. Here only the effect, universe, is 
known and from this it is not possible to decide whether it is 
connected with Brahman or some thing else. Therefore this 
sutra is not intended to state an inference. It is meant to 
explain a statement of Vedanta- dq wWateqt 7 


sTAMoaTaeaa| fer ate? qetarearrearrea| 
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That statement is in Taitt. Up. 3.6 which concludes that all 
these beings are born from Brahman (H4=<:), they are 
sustained in Brahman and they ultimately merge in Brahman- 
wea oo Pulaaeay- srageda wean wat Grad | Saeed Saft 
Vary | aed Vaated | (ct. . 316) 


There are also other statements in the Upanishads which 
describe the cause as eternal, pure, self-luminous, free from 
bondage, and omniscient by nature. The reference to Brahman 
as the cause of the universe is only by way of SUciam¥y or 
indicative mark, because there is in reality no cause-effect 
relationship. Brahman is spoken of as the cause only because 
of the limiting adjunct, Maya. The description of Brahman as 
smc: is based on the upanishadic statement fAAMar< Fal. 
This accidental characteristic (dc@Ietauy) is the means for 
knowing the real nature (M&eUctaM4) of Brahman. 


KEKEKEKEKEKREKEKEKEKEKEKERE 
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Brahmasutra 1.1. 3-- Breaa cary | 


Translation of the lectures of Dr. Mani Dravid Sastri 


In the previous adhikarana it was established that this 
universe has its origin in Brahman, is sustained by Brahman 
and dissolves into Brahman. It was implied thereby that 
Brahman is omniscient. The purpose of the present sutra is to 
confirm this conclusion. It is only if the omniscience of 
Brahman is confirmed that the accidental definition 


(tatasthalaksana) of Brahman given in the previous sutra will be 


saved from the defect of over-applicability to Pradhana which 
is the cause of the universe according to the Sankhyas. This 
has no doubt been already brought out in the Bhashya on the 
previous sutra, but the previous sutra does not, by itself, cover 
this point. This is done by the present sutra which says that 
Brahman is the cause of the Sastras. Here Sastra means the 
entire collection of Vedas. The Vedas are themselves almost 
omniscient because they are the repository of all kinds of 
knowledge and reveal all things like a lamp. The Vedas could 
not have emerged from any source other than Brahman who is 
omniscient. It is a matter of common knowledge that the 
person who is the author of any work on any subject must 
know much more than what finds place in that work. It is 
stated in the Upanishad that the Vedas are the exhalation of 
Brahman (Br. Up. 2. 4. 10). They were produced without any 
effort as though it was a mere sport. They could not have been 
produced by Pradhana which is insentient. Thus over- 
applicability of the definition to Pradhana is ruled out. 

An objection is raised here. The Vedas are said to be 
‘apaurusheya’, i.e., not created by any one. So how can 
Brahman be the cause of the Vedas? To answer this objection 
the correct meaning of the term ‘apaurusheya’ has to be 
understood. A sentence is a group of words uttered in a 
particular sequence. A word is composed of letters uttered ina 
certain sequence. If the sequence is changed the word also 
changes, as for example, rasa and sara. According to the 
theory of eternality of letters (or sounds), the letters are eternal 
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and all-pervasive. There can therefore be no relationship of 
before and after for letters either in space or in time. Sequence 
is a property of the manifestation of the sounds and not of the 
letters themselves. The hearer also gets the knowledge of the 
letters of the word in the same sequence as that in which they 
are uttered by the speaker. Thus sequence is a quality of the 
manifestation of the words, but it is superimposed on the 
letters. Manifestation is non-eternal and so words, which are 
the result of manifestation of letters in a certain sequence are 
also non-eternal. Sentences, which are groups of words, are 
also therefore non-eternal. When a person creates a new work 
he arranges the letters which are eternal to form words which 
are non-eternal and then arranges the words in a particular 
sequence to make the sentences he wants. In making such a 
sentence he has liberty to choose the words. It can therefore 
be said that the sentence was created by him, i.e., it is 
paurusheya’. The same sentence is subsequently repeated by 
others, but they are not creators of the sentence. When a pupil 
recites sentences in the Vedas he follows the same sequence 
as his teacher, but the manifestation of the letters by the pupil 
is different from the manifestation of the letters by the teacher. 
But neither the teacher nor the pupil is a creator of the 
sentences. The Vedas are given out by the Supreme Being at 
the beginning of each cycle of creation without effort as in 
breathing out. But even He does not have liberty in creating 
the Vedas. He creates them exactly in the same way as they 
were in the previous kalpa. That in turn is in the same form as 
in the kalpa previous to it. Thus the same Vedas are given out 
again and again in each kalpa. Creation is beginningless and 
so there is no such thing as the first creation of the Vedas. 
Though the Supreme Being gives out the Vedas in every kalpa, 
he has no liberty in creating them. It is because of this lack of 
absolute freedom in creating that the Vedas are called 
‘apaurusheya’!. 


1 Bhamati on Br.su. 1.1.3- Jeseaet oiievad wet oft aft | 
TST TAM, SATA | 
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Thus the Vedas do not cease to be apaurusheya even 
though they are said to be created by Brahman. The Vedas 
derive their power of illumination from Brahman, just as a 
lamp illumines because of the flame. Therefore Brahman is 
omniscient. 

The second meaning of this sutra is that the Sastra is the 
cause or valid means of knowledge (pramana) for knowing 
Brahman. Here Sastra means only Vedanta. It is only from the 
Sastra that Brahman is known to be the cause of the origin, 
sustenance and dissolution of the universe. This sutra brings 
out explicitly that the conclusion that Brahman is the cause of 
the universe is based on the Vedic statement “That from which 
these beings originate, etc.,” and not on mere inference. 

Since the Vedas are said to have been created by Brahman, 
they are an ‘effect’. The Vedas are said to be eternal. 
Brahmasutra 2.1.35 says that creation is beginningless. Being 
an effect, how can the Vedas be eternal as claimed? The 
answer to this is that the Vedas are ‘pravaahanityam’, like the 
seed and the sprout. We cannot say when the first seed or 
sprout came into being. But the seed and the sprout were 
always there, though they are not the same seed and sprout. 
This is what is called ‘pravaahanityam’. Similarly the Vedas 
have always been in existence, though they are remanifested 
at the beginning of each new cycle of creation. Even during 
pralaya the Vedas exist in subtle form. So the Vedas are 
pravaahanityam. 

The Naiyayikas also say that the Vedas are created by 
Isvara. But they postulate the existence and omniscience of 
Isvara by inference alone and so the Vedas become valid 
because they are created by Isvara who is a reliable person. 
This involves the defect of mutual dependence because the 
existence of Isvara is inferred from the existence of the Vedas 
and the Vedas get validity because they were created by 
Isvara. According to Vedanta the Vedas are ‘svatah-pramana’; 
they have validity by themselves. Their creator, Isvara, must 


therefore be omniscient. 
KEKKEKKKEKEKEKREEEE 
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Brahmasutra 1.1.4- tq GAaaqd! 


(Translation of the lectures of Dr. Mani Dravid Sastri) 
(Translation by S.N.Sastri) 

In this adhikarana there are two varnakas. In the first 
varnaka the objection of the Bhatta school of Mimamsa is 
refuted. In the second varnaka the objection of the Prabhakara 
school of Mimamsa is refuted. This is how this adhikarana has 
been explained by Brahmavidyabharana. Previous comment- 
ators have taken the view that, while the Bhatta view is 
refuted in the first varnaka, it is the view of the Vrittikara that 
is refuted in the second varnaka. 

The objection of the Bhattas is that there is no such entity 
as Brahman. The Vedas consist only of injunctions and 
prohibitions and they cannot be the pramana for any entity 
called Brahman. The statements in the sruti referring to 
Brahman are intended only as praise of the jiva. 

The Prabhakaras accept nirguna Brahman, but they say 
that direct knowledge of Brahman cannot by itself give 
liberation. Liberation is attained only by upaasanaa which is 
an action. 

Only by refuting these views it can be established that the 
Sastra is the pramana for realization of Brahman. 

The objection that the Vedas cannot be the pramana for 
Brahman is based on Jaimini sutra I.ii.1!, which says that, 
since the intention of the Vedas is to enjoin action, those 
statements in the Vedas which do not enjoin any action do not 
serve that purpose. The statements in Vedanta are of this 
nature and so it is claimed that they do not serve the purpose 
of the Vedas directly. At the same time, since Vedanta is also 
part of the Vedas, these statements cannot be rejected 
outright as purposeless. They become purposeful when they 
are read as supplementary to injunctions, by way of eulogizing 
the actions enjoined by the injunctions, as stated in Jaimini 
sutra 1.11.72. A person will not perform a yajna for attaining 


1 eee Praretear Sete state 
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heaven unless he knows that he has a self different from the 
physical body, which will go to heaven, since the physical body 
perishes here and cannot go to heaven. The knowledge of such 
a self is acquired only from Vedanta. Moreover, Vedanta 
instructs him also about the nature of the deities to whom he 
has to offer oblations and on whom he has to meditate. Thus 
Vedanta serves only as a supplementary to the injunctions 
regarding yajnas and upaasanaa, both of which are actions, 
upaasanaa being a mental act. 

Another objection is that what is already existent can be 
known by other pramanas also. Brahman being an existing 
entity, it can be known by other pramanas. If the Vedas reveal 
only what can be known by other pramanas, then they cease 
to be the sole means of knowledge of Brahman. Moreover, no 
purpose is served by the Vedas revealing what can be known 
by other pramanas. There is nothing to be accepted or rejected 
in respect of an existing thing and so there is no human goal 
to be attained by mere statements about an existing thing. 

The answer to these objections is that the purport of all the 
upanishads, as determined by applying the six indicatory 
signs, is Brahman. (This is dealt with in detail below). 
Although statements in the nature of arthavada (eulogy) 
become meaningful only when associated with injunctions, the 
same cannot be said about statements in the upanishads 
about Brahman because the knowledge of Brahman does 
culminate in liberation. Therefore Brahman is known from the 
upanishads alone. 

Vedanta cannot be supplementary to injunctions, but it is 
actually opposed to the performance of rituals. This is clearly 
evident from the statement, “Then by what and whom could 
one see, etc.,” (Br.up. I.iv.13) which refutes action, performer 
and result. 

Brahman cannot be known through pramanas such as 
perception since it has no form, quality, action, etc. It can be 
known only through the mahavakyas in the upanishads. 
Though Brahman is not something that can be accepted or 
rejected, that is no defect because the direct realization of 
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Brahman itself destroys all sorrow along with its cause. 
Thereafter there is nothing more to be known. 
Prakatarthakara deals with another possible objection. We 
experience the world as real through perception. The 
statements of Vedanta are opposed to this experience and so 
they cannot be valid. The answer is that what is known 
through perception is not necessarily true. One example is the 
snake which appears as true until it is realized that there is 
only a rope. Here a subsequent perception nullifies the earlier 
one. The moon looks very small, but we know from science 
that it is very big. The later pramana nullifies what was known 
by an earlier pramana. This is known as ‘apacchedanyaya”’. 
Thus sruti nullifies what is known by perception. 
Prakatarthakara refers to an objection raised by one Kesava 
that pratyaksha pramana which is free from defect should not 
be rejected. The answer to this is that the objector himself 
considers the notion ‘I am a man’ to be an illusion though it is 
also supported by perception. The same argument applies to 
the notion I am a doer, enjoyer, etc.’ which is contradicted by 
sruti which, being apaurusheya, is totally free from defect and 
is not dependent on any other pramana. The description of 
various devatas is no doubt for the purpose of meditation, but 
on that account it cannot be said that Brahman is also meant 
for meditation. Meditation is a mental act and it involves 
duality. But Brahman is only one and it can neither be 
accepted nor rejected. After duality has been destroyed by the 
knowledge of Brahman it cannot arise again. The knowledge 
that destroys an illusion destroys also the samskara which 
caused the illusion. For example, after a person has known 
that what is in front is only a rope, he will no longer even 
think of a snake as being there. So after the rise of knowledge 
of Brahman upaasanaa, which involves duality, is not at all 
possible. Though in other parts of the Veda the statements are 
authoritative only in association with an injunction, the 
knowledge of the Self itself culminates in the fruit and so the 
authoritativeness of the statements giving such knowledge 
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cannot be disputed. Valid knowledge (prama) is defined as that 
knowledge which has for its object something that is not 
already known and is uncontradicted (anadhigata-abaadhita- 
arthavishayaka-jnaanam)*. These conditions are _ clearly 
fulfilled with regard to statements about the Self and so they 
are authoritative. The means of knowledge called inference is 
not resorted to here and so there is no need to depend on an 
example seen elsewhere. Thus the objection that Brahman is 
not the purport of Vedanta is refuted. 

The fact that Brahman is the purport of the Upanishads is 
established by applying the six indicatory signs (lingas). These 
are: (1)the beginning and the conclusion, (2)repetition, 
(3)originality, (4) benefit, (S)eulogy and (6) logicality. The 
Sanskrit terms for these are, respectively, 
upakramopasamhaara, abhyaasa, apuurvataa, phala, 
arthavaada, upapatti. Out of these six, three relate to the 
subject-matter and three to the words used. In the first 
category fall originality, benefit, and logicality. Originality 
means that it should not be known by any other pramana. 
Benefit means that there should be some benefit to be attained 
by this knowledge. Logicality means that that the conclusion 
arrived at must stand the test of logic. These three are 
essential ingredients for knowing the purport. The second 
category consists of the other three, namely, the beginning 
and the conclusion, repetition, and eulogy. The conclusion 
should be the same as the proposition enunciated at the 
beginning. For example, in Pratardana adhikaranam it is said 
at the beginning, Pratardana asked for the most beneficent for 
men. At the end are the words ‘Bliss, free from aging, 
immortal’. Thus the beginning and the end show that the 
purport is Brahman. By repetition the essential teaching is 
emphasized, as in the repetition of the mahavakya ‘Tat tvam 
asi’ which is repeated nine times in Chandogya upanishad. 
Eulogy indicates that the subject is worth knowing. However, 
all these three need not be there in every case. 
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Thus the Bhatta view has been refuted and it has been 
established that the Sastra is the pramana for Brahman. The 
first varnaka ends here. 

In the second varnaka the objection of the Prabhakaras is 
taken up. They accept attributeless Brahman, but say that 
knowledge of Brahman cannot by itself remove bondage which 
is real. Bondage can be removed only by upaasanaa on 
nirguna Brahman which produces an unseen result. 

Sentences are of two kinds: those which enjoin some 
action, and those which merely describe an existing entity or 
fact, such “Vayu is the swiftest god”. The Prabhakaras say that 
sentences which merely describe what already exists are not 
authoritative by themselves, but become purposeful only if 
they are associated with another sentence enjoining an action. 
So sentences like ‘Brahman is truth, consciousness and 
infinite’ become authoritative only if they are considered as 
meant for describing Brahman for the purpose of upaasanaa. 
This is because the object of the Sastra is to instruct people to 
perform a certain action or to refrain from performing a 
particular action. So they say that Vedanta enjoins upaasanaa 
of nirguna Brahman. By this upaasanaa dharma (punya) is 
attained and this leads to liberation. Just as the Vedas 
describe the sacrificial post and the ahavaniya fire as a 
subsidiary of yajna, they describe Brahman as a subsidiary of 
upaasanaa which is a mental act. Those who know the 
purport of the Vedas say that the purport is to instruct about 
action. Therefore it is reasonable to hold that, just as the 
performance of sacrifices such as agnihotra is laid down as the 
means for attaining heaven, the performance of upaasanaa on 
Brahman is laid down as the means for attaining immortality. 

The answer to the above objections is that it has already 
been pointed out that there is a difference between what is 
desired in the karma kanda and in Vedanta. In the former 
dharma which is yet to come into being is the object desired, 
while in the latter the object to be known is Brahman which is 
always existent. The fruit of the knowledge of dharma, for 
attaining which action is necessary, is also different from the 
fruit of the knowledge of Brahman. 
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The opponent says that it cannot be so, because there are 
instructions for meditation on Brahman such as, “The Self is 
verily to be seen”, “Contemplate on the Self alone”, etc. By 
such meditation there will ensue liberation which is an unseen 
result. If there is no injunction and if there are only 
statements of fact such as, “The earth has seven islands”, “The 
king is going”, etc., they will be futile, since there is nothing to 
be accepted or rejected. 

The Advaitin answers: It is seen that by the mere 
statement, “This is not a snake, but only a rope”, the fear 
generated by the illusion is removed. Similarly, here also the 
wrong notion that one is a transmigrating individual is 
removed by the statement, “You are not a transmigrating 
individual”, and thus the statement becomes fruitful. 

To this the opponent replies that it is not so, because even 
those who have heard Vedanta are seen to experience joy, 
sorrow, etc. Moreover, the sruti says that after hearing one 
should reflect and meditate. Therefore it follows that sruti is 
authoritative only as laying down the injunction of meditation 
on Brahman. 

The answer to this is: The fruit of the knowledge of dharma 
and the fruit of the knowledge of Brahman are quite different. 
Dharma is action by body, speech and mind as laid down by 
the sruti and smriti. Adharma is also described in order that it 
may be avoided. The fruit of the injunctions relating to these is 
happiness and sorrow which are perceptible and are 
experienced by the body, speech and mind through the 
contact of the sense-organs with objects. This is common to all 
living beings. There are also gradations in happiness, 
depending on the capacity and the effort put in by each 
person. Similarly there are gradations in suffering depending 
upon the extent of unrighteous acts performed by each 
person. So the sruti says that there can never be cessation of 
the experience of pleasure and pain as long as there is 
identification with the body. On the contrary, neither pleasure 
nor pain touches one who has given up such identification. It 
therefore follows that liberation, which is non-identification 
with the body, cannot be the result of the performance of 
dharma which is the content of injunctions. If non- 
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identification with the body were the fruit of dharma, the 
denial of the experience of pleasure and pain in such a state 
would not be logical. Non-identification with the body is the 
natural state, as evident from the sruti statement, “The wise 
man, knowing that the self is not embodied in the body, as 
permanent in the transient, as great and all-pervasive, does 
not grieve”. Thus non-identification with the body, which is 
called liberation, is totally different from the fruit of dharma 
which involves the performance of rites laid down, and it is 
eternal. 

Upaasanaa has been described in many places in the 
Brahmasutras, but it is not mentioned at all in the 
purvamimamsa sutras or even in the Sankarshakanda of 
Jaimini. So the question arises, how can it be said that 
upaasanaa is part of Dharmajijnaasaa? This has been 
answered by Chitsukha thus: Jaimini has not specifically 
mentioned upaasanaa because it, being a mental act, is also 
covered by the word ‘dharma’. Jaimini has not spoken about 
every rite, but only about some as examples. His object was to 
lay down general principles for interpreting the statements 
containing injunctions. These principles apply to upaasanaa 
also. In Brahmasutras upaasanaas are mentioned only to 
state their subject and method of performance. They do not 
have prominence here. 

Some things are changefully permanent, that Is to say, 
though they are subject to change, the cognition “This is that” 
continues unaffected. Examples are the earth, etc., for those 
who hold the universe to be eternal, and the gunas for the 
Sankhyas. Brahman is, however, absolutely and immutably 
eternal, all-pervasive, free from all modifications, not 
dependent on any thing, without parts, self-luminous, not 
affected by dharma or adharma or their fruit, and cannot be 
specifically related to any of the three periods of time because 
of being ever existent. 

If liberation were to be attained through any action, 
including mental action, it would be impermanent. Moreover 
there would be gradations in the result, depending on the 
nature and extent of the action. But liberation is accepted by 
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all to be eternal. So it does not stand to reason that Brahman 
is taught in the scriptures as a subsidiary to action. 

Many statements in the Upanishads such as, “He who 
knows Brahman becomes Brahman itself’, etc., show that 
liberation is attained simultaneously with the knowledge of 
Brahman and that no action is necessary in between. 
Liberation cannot be termed the ‘fruit’ of knowledge of 
Brahman, in which case it would be impermanent like any 
other fruit. What knowledge does is only to remove the 
obstacle because of which one thinks that he is in bondage. In 
reality every one is always free from bondage, but wrongly 
thinks that he is bound. The identity of the individual self and 
Brahman is realized when the wrong knowledge is removed. 

This identification of Brahman and the individual self is not 
meditation of the form of ‘sampat’ as in the case of the 
statement, The mind is infinite, and the Visvedevas are 
infinite. Through this meditation one wins an infinite world’ 
(Br.Up. 3.1.9). Nor is it a form of meditation called ‘adhyasa’ as 
in ‘The mind is Brahman’ (Ch. Up.3. 18.1). In both these cases 
one thing is imagined to be another by superimposition for the 
purpose of meditation. In sampat meditation § the 
superimposed object is what is meditated on, while in adhyasa 
meditation it is the substratum that is meditated on. Thus, in 
the example of sampat meditation mentioned above, it is the 
Visvedevas who are meditated on. In the example of adhyasa 
meditation mentioned above, it is the mind that is meditated 
on. Om may be meditated on as a symbol (pratika) of 
Brahman, in which case the meditation would be of the 
adhyasa type, and the object of meditation (upaasya) is only 
Om. It is said in Chapter 4 of Brahmasutra that one who 
meditates in this manner cannot go to Brahmaloka. (It is to be 
noted that the word ‘adhyasa’ here has a totally different 
meaning from what it has in Adhyasabhashya where it stands 
for delusion. Here it is a deliberate act of looking upon one 
thing as another). Om may also be meditated on as Brahman 
itself, in which case it becomes a meditation of the sampat 
type and the object of meditation is Brahman itself. 

Nor is it a meditation on some special activity, as in, ‘Air is 
certainly the place of merger’ (Ch.Up. 4.3.1). Nor is it like a 
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purification of some ingredient of a _ sacrifice, like the 
sacrificer’s wife looking at the oblation for purification. If the 
identity of Brahman and the individual self is considered to be 
only a meditation, the statements in the Upanishads such as 
"That thou art’, ‘I am Brahman’, etc., will be contradicted. The 
knowledge of Brahman is not dependent on human action 
(purushatantra), as in the case of meditation, but it is 
dependent on the thing alone (vastutantra) like the knowledge 
of things which are the content of valid cognitions like 
perception, etc. Knowledge is not a mental act like meditation. 

Neither such a Brahman nor knowledge of Brahman can 
be made subsidiary to any ritualistic action or meditation. Nor 
can it be said that Brahman can be the object of the act of 
knowing, because that would contradict the statements, “It is 
different from the known and also different from the unknown’ 
(Kena. 1.4), “Through what can one know that because of 
which all this is known” (Br.Up. 2.4.14). There is also a 
specific denial of Brahman being the object of meditation. In 
the statement, “That which cannot be uttered by speech, but 
by which speech is uttered”, it is first declared that Brahman 
is not an object, and then it is said, “Know that alone to be 
Brahman and not what is meditated on” (Kena. 1.5). 

The question arises: If Brahman is not an object, how can 
it be known at all? The answer is: The scriptures seek only to 
remove the differences in the form of the triad of ‘knower’, 
‘known’, and ‘knowledge’ which are all creations of nescience 
and do not present Brahman as an object of knowledge. This 
is proved by the statements such as, “Brahman is known to 
him to whom it is unknown, while it is unknown to him to 
whom it is known. It is unknown to those who know and 
known to those who do not know” (Kena. 2.3), “You cannot see 
that which is the witness of seeing--- “(Br.up.3.4.2).Therefore 
liberation is only the elimination of the notion of bondage 
which is only imagined due to nescience, and the realization of 
one’s natural state. There can therefore be no question of 
liberation being impermanent. There would be the need for 
some action, mental, verbal, or physical only if liberation is 
something to be produced or if it is a modification of 
something. Being of the nature of one’s own self, it is not 
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something to be attained. Even according to the view held by 
some other schools that the supreme Self is different from the 
individual self it is not something to be attained because, 
being all-pervasive, it is ever attained by all, like ether. 

Nor can liberation be the result of purification, which is 
either the addition of merits or the removal of defects. In the 
case of an inert object, knowledge has first to remove the 
covering of ignorance over it and make it shine, since it is not 
self-luminous. It could therefore be said that knowledge 
purifies it by making it shine. But the Self is self-luminous 
and does not need to be made to shine by knowledge. Since 
Brahman is eternally pure, there are no defects to be removed. 
So liberation which is of the nature of Brahman is not the 
result of any act of purification. 

If it is contended that liberation which is one’s own real 
nature remains covered and becomes manifest when the self is 
purified by some action, just as a mirror manifests its lustre 
when it is cleaned of dust by rubbing, the answer is, it is not 
so, because the self cannot be the locus of any act. Any action 
brings about a change in the locus of the action. If the self 
changes because of some action it would be impermanent and 
statements such as ‘Tt is described as immutable’ (Gita, 2.25) 
would be contradicted. Therefore no action is possible on the 
self. When it is said that the embodied soul is purified by bath, 
achamana, investiture with the sacred thread, etc., it is not 
the pure self that is purified but the self associated with the 
body, mind, etc, which is considered to be the self due to 
ignorance. When a person who is ill takes medicine it is the 
body that is cured of the disease and not the self which is not 
subject to any disease. All actions are performed and the 
results enjoyed by a person who has the notion T am a doer’ 
because of identification with the body, mind, etc. Liberation is 
identity with Brahman and it is not some thing to be attained 
though any purification. 

Knowledge is not a mental act. A mental act such as 
meditation is based on an injunction which is independent of 
the nature of the thing concerned. Meditation is a mental act, 
because it depends on the will of the person performing it, as 
for example in such sentences as “When the priest (called 
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Hota) is about to utter ‘vashat’, he should meditate mentally 
on the deity for whom the libation is taken up (by the 
Adhvaryu)”. This is certainly a mental act, since it arises from 
an injunction alone. But knowledge arises from valid means 
such as perception, inference, etc and the valid means cognize 
things as they are. For example, to think of a man or woman 
as fire, as enjoined in “ O Gautama, man is surely fire” 
(Ch.up.5.7.1) , or in “O Gautama, woman is surely fire” 
(Ch.up.5.8.1) is certainly a mental act, since it arises from an 
injunction alone. But the cognition of fire with regard to the 
well-known fire is not dependent on any injunction or on the 
will of any man. Meditation is therefore described as purusha- 
tantra (dependent on the person), while knowledge is called 
vastu-tantra (dependent on the object to be known). 

Thus the realization of the identity of Brahman and the 
individual self is knowledge and it is not dependent on any 
injunction. Though verbs in the imperative mood are found to 
be used, they become ineffective like the sharpness of a knife 
when used against a stone. They are aimed at something 
beyond the range of human effort, since Brahman, which is 
the object of the knowledge, can neither be accepted nor 
rejected. These statements which appear to be in the 
imperative mood are meant to turn the mind away from the 
natural tendency towards external objects by pointing out that 
Brahman is worthy of being realized. The ordinary person 
engages in activity with the object of attaining happiness and 
avoiding sorrow, but he does not thereby attain the ultimate 
goal of life. Passages such as “The Self is verily to be realized” 
turn him away from natural activity and towards his inner 
self. 

The fact that the self is not something that can be either 
accepted or rejected is, far from being a defect, an ornament. 
When Brahman is realized as one’s own self there is nothing 
more to be accomplished. 

The contention of some persons that there is no portion of 
the Veda which merely makes a statement about something 
and does not contain an injunction or a prohibition is not 
valid, because the self spoken of in the upanishads is not 
subordinate to anything else. It cannot be said that Brahman 
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presented in the upanishads, which has no transmigration, 
which is distinct from the four kinds of products of action, 
which occurs in a section of the Vedas exclusively devoted to 
it, and which is not subsidiary to anything else does not exist 
or is not known, because it is the very self of even the person 
who denies it. 

Now an objection is raised that, since the self is the content 
of the concept ‘T’ it cannot be said that the self is known only 
from the upanishads. This has been refuted by pointing out 
that the self is the witness of even the concept ‘T’. The pure self 
which is different from the ego which is the agent, is the 
witness of the concept 1’; it dwells in all creatures, it is the 
same in all, it is only one, it is immutably eternal, and it is not 
known in the section of the Vedas dealing with injunctions or 
in the works of logicians. So this self cannot be denied by any 
one, nor can it be subsidiary to any injunction. Being the self 
of all, it is beyond rejection and acceptance. All modifications 
are perishable. The self alone is imperishable because there is 
no cause for its destruction. It is by nature eternal, ever pure, 
consciousness itself, and ever free from bondage. The texts, 
”*There is nothing higher than Purusha; He is the culmination, 
He is the highest goal” (Katha, 1.3.11), and “I ask about that 
self spoken of in the upanishads” (Br. Up. 3.9.26), establish 
that the self is what is principally revealed in the upanishads. 
Therefore the claim that there is no section of the Vedas which 
deals with an existent entity is mere bravado. 

As regards the quotation from those who know the purport of 
the scriptures, “Its purport is indeed seen to be the teaching of 
rituals”, etc., that has to be understood to refer to the 
teachings about injunctions and prohibitions, since the 
subject there is enquiry into dharma. 

Now an_ objection of the Prabhakara_ school of 
purvamimamsa is taken up and answered. They say that, 
since the purpose of the Vedas is to enjoin action, statements 
that do not have that purport are purposeless. The answer is 
that this cannot apply to statements about Brahman which is 
eternal. The knowledge of Brahman results in the eradication 
of nescience which is not real and which is the cause of 
transmigratory existence. Moreover, if it is said that sentences 
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which do not contain an injunction are purposeless, then 
sentences containing prohibitions, such as “A Brahmana 
should not be killed” will also become purposeless, which is 
clearly not acceptable to any one. The statements about 
Brahman are not of the same nature as the arthavadas in the 
karma kanda which have to be associated with an injunction 
to become meaningful. Even mere affirmative statements are 
found to be effective in achieving a useful result. For example, 
the statement, “This is a rope and not a snake” removes the 
fear caused by the wrong perception of a rope as a snake. It 
cannot by any means be said that even after one has realized 
Brahman he continues to live a worldly life as before. For one 
who has realized the identity of the individual self and 
Brahman life cannot continue as before. The upanishad says, 
“Ideas of something being pleasant and something unpleasant 
do not at all arise for one who has become un-embodied” 
(Ch.up. 8.12.1). Being embodied means being identified with 
the body. Identification with the body is the result of 
nescience. Once nescience has been destroyed, there cannot 
be any identification with the body and therefore there can be 
no fear, sorrow, etc. The self is eternally un-embodied. 

If it be said that being embodied is caused by the merit 
and demerit acquired by the self by the performance of various 
kinds of action, both good and bad, the answer is, it is not so. 
All actions are performed by the body. The self does not 
perform any action. A king is said to have won a battle 
because of his mere presence even though it is only his 
soldiers who have fought and won, because a relationship of 
master and servant has been brought about through the 
payment of salary by the king to the soldiers. But that analogy 
cannot apply here because there is no such relationship 
between the self and the body. The self is considered as an 
agent and enjoyer only because of wrong identification with 
the body due to nescience. 

Nor can the conceit of T’ in the body be said to be only 
secondary, as in the case of referring to a student as a lion. 
Here the difference between the student and a lion is well 
known, but the student is referred to as a lion only because he 
is considered to possess some qualities of a lion such as 
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courage. When a post is mistaken for a man in mild darkness, 
or when a shell is mistaken for silver, it is a case of illusion. In 
the same way, the concept of ‘’ with respect to the body, etc., 
because of non-discrimination between the self and the not- 
self is a case of illusion. Even those who have knowledge of the 
difference between the self and the not-self fail to discriminate 
between the two in actual practice. Hence ‘being embodied’ 
(sariratvam) is caused by nescience. For the enlightened 
person, even when he is alive, there is non-embodiment 
(asariratvam). About the enlightened person it is said, “Just as 
the lifeless slough of a snake is cast off and it lies in the ant- 
hill, so does this body lie. Then the self becomes disembodied 
and immortal, becomes Brahman, the self-effulgent Light” 
(Br.up. 4.4.7). There is also the statement, “Though without 
eyes, he appears as if possessed of eyes; though without ears, 
he appears as if possessed of ears; though without speech, he 
appears as if possessed of speech, though without mind, he 
appears as if possessed of mind; though without vital force he 
appears as if possessed of vital force”. The Gita also says that 
in the case of an enlightened person there is total absence of 
any connection with any impulsion to work (Gita, ch.2). 
Therefore a person who has realized his identity with Brahman 
cannot continue in the worldly state as before. If a person 
continues in his worldly state as before, it means that he has 
not realized his identity with Brahman. 

The contention that, since reflection and meditation are 
mentioned after hearing, Brahman must be considered to be 
supplementary to an injunction is not tenable. Reflection and 
meditation are also the means to realization. If Brahman had 
been known through some other source of knowledge and then 
used in some other act or meditation, then it could have 
become subsidiary to an injunction, but that is not the case. 
Just like hearing, reflection and meditation are also meant for 
attaining realization of identity with Brahman. It there follows 
that Brahman is presented as an independent entity; for, ona 
harmonious interpretation of the upanishadic texts, it is seen 
that their purport is Brahman only. Hence the commencement 
of a separate scriptural text about Brahman is fully justified. 
The fact that the subject, competent person and benefit 
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relating to this topic are different from those for the enquiry 
into dharma and these have been brought out here, further 
establishes this point. Once Brahman is realized, there can be 
no possibility of the persistence of the means of knowledge 
which become devoid of their objects and subjects. Then the 
secondary and false selves, such as body, son, etc., cease to 
exist and there can be no action prompted by injunction or 
prohibition. The empirical means of knowledge cease to be 
valid on realization of Brahman. 
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